For Hume, of course, experience is the point of departure which alone can be utilized in our attempt to account for the human's capacity to grasp principles (Wesen). But "experience" for Hume includes nothing more than the mere perception of particulars: thus we can have no knowledge of reality structured by a notion of eternal validity.
Kant, on the other hand, wants to argue that while we must take as our point of departure the "sensory given," experience arises only after our application of the categories.
Thus, not only is experience postjudgmental, it is equally well subject-dependent; without the transcendental unity of apperception, there can be no order or regularity in Nature, nor even the possibility of knowing an object in experience (Critique of Pure Reason, A 125-6).
For Hume, then, there can be no experience of principles, no "having" or Ideas (Eidos). Ideas and Experience are totally incompatible. Kant, on the other hand, does indeed recognize the compatibility of Ideas and Experience, though for him each is mind-dependent. Husserl's project, according to Kohak, is to advance an argument which will account for two things: the primacy of reality as experiential, and the fundamental subjectdimension which makes reality and experience intelligible. Husserl feels we have to start with experience because it alone makes entities intelligible, but we can only understand experience if we "recognize the fundamental Iorientation of its intelligibility" (Kohak, p. 45). It is, then, the subject-function which "constitutes" experience as an intelligible system. But because reality is fundamentally experiential, we do not impose categories which order and regulate the sensory givens of perception; rather, experience is given to us (and indeed presents itself) as making sense. Ideas, then, are not "in the mind," but there in experience. But "experience" means a great deal more to Husserl than grasping particulars via sense perception. This would be experience as Erfahrung. He needs instead to ground knowledge in Erlebnis, the
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"subjectively lived process of consciousness" which "includes patterns and principles as well as particulars." And here the traditional categories of subject and object simply do not apply. For without the human's purposive, intentional orientation, there can be no "grasping," no "seeing."
And yet, there can be no "seeing" without the presence of an object. Each is co-primordial, arising as correlative aspects of a single context, experience. As Kohak remarks, both common-sense reflection and the sciences based on it tend to overlook that reality as experience is always structured with reference to a subject who lives it and is aware of living it. Lived experiences . are never "objective" in the sense of existing neutrally as discrete givens. They always fit together in the unity of a subject's experience.
Thus two ship-wrecked survivors who killed a third member in the life-boat for his canteen of water were not after some neutral object we all call "water." Rather, they killed him for what really was a supzemely valuable object-in-experience. Water-worth-a-life is not simply a survivor's "subjective impression" of an "objectively" worthless entity.
Rather, it is a different kind of entity whose being is not physical or mental but experiential.
(Kohak, pp. 58 and 55, my emphasis)
The point here is that the water is not "judged" to be worth-a-life, but is grasped as being worth-a-life. The water is literally seen (within the intentional orientation) as the meaning-entity water-worth-a-life. And qua "object," the water can be real in no other way. No more talk, in other words, about two-tiered realities:
In our ordinary experience, appearance does not function as a mental double, hiding and hinting at an unseen reality. Here appearance is reality appearing, the real object presenting itself in experience. Speculation aside, in ordinary experience to be real means to appear as real in someone's experience. (Kohak, But by this Husserl does not mean to suggest that experience and meaning are private (and thus arbitrary). On the contrary, as Kohak correctly remarks, Husserl is "pointing out that it is the presence of subjectssubjects as such, including you and me but not you or me in particular-that gives to whatever there may be the unity and meaning of a reality" (Kohak, p. 104 in concluding that "reality is not in the world or in the mind-it is in experience" (Ibid., my emphasis). Ergo, reality is experiential. Take as an example your experience as a participant in a theatre audience. If "reality" was confined to the object-world which the sciences postulate as primary, then a gush of catsup would hardly be blood, nor the backdrop an impenetrable wall. But because we in fact experience stage props as entities which have derived their meaning from the roles and human acts portrayed in the play, we have to see that reality is neither "subjective".(arbitrary) nor "objective" (and thus a collection of neutral things-in-themselves). It is both subject-oriented (since lived experience never appears as anonymous) and intrinsically meaningful in its givenness. Suppose, for instance, that you are suddenly threatened. If you are like most of us, you will experience this threat, "but ignore the experience, passing through it to posit a threatening object, and then devote [your] energies to changing the object" (Kohak, p. 92). But as long as you ignore that mode of experience which is "being-threatened," you will remain unable to come to grips with the reality of being threatened. You will remain equally unable to see that the threat is neither in the world nor in the mind, but rather in experience.
Thus to understand the threat we must, as Kohak puts it, "focus not on the subject, not on the world, but on the way [(the subject) experiences (the world)]" Kohak, p. 92, as in original). The point is to take experience in its lived unity, as a "way of being in and coping with the world, [of] having a world in an active sense," where the term "world" is taken to mean "something that arises in the context of the subject's active perceiving" (Kohak, p. 121).
Perhaps you are about to study a child who is prone to delinquent behavior. Would it not be pure folly to explain away such behavior as a product of the child's environment (be it middle-class, underprivileged, or whatever)?
" answer to the first question must be that experience itself is a constitutive act. And yet he does not want us to take this to mean that experience is the product of a synthesizing activity. Rather, he wants us to see that it is experience which makes entities intelligible, that entities are only meaningful within the context of experience which is itself a source of primordial givenness grounded in "the structure of being-a-subject as such" (Kohak, p, 68 and 102) .
This means two things: first, that it is the act of "seeing" which "singles out an object," and secondly, that this act of seeing (Erlebnis) gives rise (through the constituting activity of consciousness) to "an object defined by the way it functions (the way it 'be's') in a subject's experience, In other words, an The problems begin to arise (at least for me) when Husserl (and Kohak) introduces the possibility of "seeing" eternal validity, principles (Wesen) and Ideas (Eidos). In short, Husserl wants to argue that experience presents us with facts and essences.
Indeed, if experience presented us with nothing more than facts, "reality" would be "a meaningless aggregation of fragments." Experience is intelligible only because facts "present themselves ... as structured by an eidos, as making sense" (Kohak, p. 18). Thus it is "our awareness of a principle which enables us to see the raw data of our experience as intelligible objects rather than as a confusion of particulars." This "raw data" is, to use the Husserlian term, "hyletic" data, and comprises (contrary to Humean thinking) only one aspect of the primordial givenness in experience. The other aspect, which comprises our awareness of principles, is the meaning-giving act, or what Husserl calls the "noetic" phase of constitution. But unless we risk falling back into Kantianism, we must note that the noetic phase is "correlated" with the noematic phase.
The noema, then, can be viewed either as the product of the meaning-giving act (which it is), or as the object-given-in-experience (which it also is). As Kohak suggests, the noetic phase is "the experience as meaning-giving," and the correlative noematic phase is "the experience as meaningful" (p. 127).
To use another one of Kohak's examples, a ship is merely a "bundle of contiguous impressions" of planks, ropes, and canvas until the hyletic data are unified into a ship by the intentional orientation which is my desire to sail. In the moment of this "purposive act," the "aggregate" of planks, rope and canvas "bobbing at anchor in the harbor becomes a ship."
It takes my "purposive presence," then, to see essences (Kohak, 
